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Having received the reports of the Prine Minister' a visit 
and the text of the Working Group.* report, I should like to 
submit the following observations. If these sound like oarping 
criticisms, you may be sure that I am aware of the complexity of 
these questions and the difficulties of making a soup with so many 
cooks* 

In one of the Memoranda of Conversation I note that the Acting 
Secretary and you argued against British fears of a total blockade 
of Berlin, As I have previously reported, I personally think we 
are concentrating on the wrong danger, namely interference with 
Allied access to Berlin. While I defer to Bonn on what the realities 
of the situation are, it seems to me the greatest danger is of 
East German interference with VJest German access to Berlin. While 
I do not think they would attempt a total blockade, it seems to me 
Quite feasible for them gradually to strangle Berlin's economy with- 
out ever giving us any good basis for intervention. The Memorandum 
of Conversation states that you and the Acting Secretary said a 
blockade would seem contrary to current Soviet posture and an act 
which would turn world opinion against the Soviets* The point 
seems to be, however, that the Soviets would not directly be 
involved once they have turned over to the East Germans, even 
though they may have made an agreement with us about Allied access. 
It is the East Germans who would be responsible, and if it were not 
a total blockade but merely a gradual interference with the import 
of raw materials and export of finished products, I should think 
it would be difficult to arouse world opinion. 

On a related point, we are apparently basing silt policy on the 
Importance of maintaining our position in Berlin on the basis of 
our rights of occupation as a result of conquest. In this connection 
I note that Spaak and others think that this basis would not be 
supported in the U.N, and that the British think we would lose on 
a submission on this basis to the World Court. It would seem to me 
important to know what the British reasoning is. I am inclined to 
think that Spaak is right and the British wrong. The doubts 
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expressed, however, about the political and legal validity of the 
present basis for our position in Berlin would argue for the 
advantages of the British plan for a new contractual basis. 

It seems to me extremely important that if we make any agree- 
ment with the Soviets about Berlin, we get a commitment from them 
not to make any separate peace treaty which purports to affect our 
rights in either West Berlin or West Germany, but I have seen no 
mention of this point in any of these discussions • As I understand 
it, we reserved Soviet rights in the Japanese Treaty and it seems 
to me we have an extremely strong case for insisting upon this in 
the case of Germany, The logic of the Soviet position is that once 
they have concluded such a treaty we would be in Berlin illegally. 
Since the Russians almost certainly do not intend to force this 
issue to its full logical conclusion, we would have a strong talking 
point. It may be that I exaggerate the importance of a separate 
peace treaty, but it does seem to me essential that we keep the 
situation fluid and I am much afraid that a separate peace treaty 
would start a chain of events which I believe it essential to avoid. 

In view of Adenauer 1 s reported interest in the Kreisky plan 
I should like once again to stress the importance in the Austrian 
occupation of the International Sector of Vienna and the so-called 
negative veto. One of the greatest weaknesses of the Kreisky plan 
seems to me to be that the Russians would almost certainly insist 
upon some arrangement which would give them control over refugees. 

On contingency planning, one of the greatest weaknesses of our 
LJ! C ; position is that any attempt to force land passage would almost 
*j 1 automatically establish a blockade of Berlin, 

On the German question as a whole, it seems increasingly clear 
after Khrushchev 1 s Leipzig speech that the Soviets will not now 
seriously consider any schemes for reunification, (If you have 
not read Khrushchev* s Leinzig speech in its entirety I strongly 
recommend that you do so,) In these circumstances it seems to 
me our tactics in putting forward proposals should be to make them 
look as attractive as- possible to German and world opinion. The 
working group report is so complicated that I find difficulty in 
following the proposal and do not see how the man in the street 
could be other than completely confused, I therefore suggest that 
we put forward either a simplified version or perhaps an outline of 
points or principles omitting most of the detailed safety measures 
which could be brought up if there were ever a serious discussion 
of the plan. 
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One minor point about which I am not clear in the various 
German proposals is whether in raising the question of taSTrirfita 
in East Germany, the West Germans would be willing to leSze 
the Communist Party in West Germany. I am not aSvoctti^g tha? 
they do so, but if they are not prepared to do this their arguments 
about freedoms in East Germany will not have much propagand?^ 
appeal. In any event I am dubious about raising these issues 
since they might give the Soviets or East Germans a right T£ ' 
intervene in West German affairs. 8 

I am still troubled about our position on letting the East 
SUU SJ docuraents bu * ™t stamp them. Sis maV be 
a good position before we have had negotiations, but once negotia- 
tions have been held I think we should realistically look a^what 
the situation would be. Do we really think pnbUclpirlonlnT 

> 2£? Ul 22 r <y ,r i 11±eB WUld 8Uppo * us *» risking Saf o^e^is 
iSS f * ?v5 ^V" *• P»P«»* *° 60 it alone on what will 
25JU £ ^e world as a technicality? I maintain it would be 
J?w + £ P f 0te . Ct 0Ur P° sition °y * unilateral declaration and 
allow them to stamp the documents. We could also request the 
Soviets to transmit such declaration to the East Germans. 

+ h« iJ gathe , r » how ejer, that our present thinking is more along 
the lines of accepting the East Germans as Soviet agents. While 

SJMF 6 *SI ? 6St WSy ° Ut ' " seeras t0 « °P en to many serious 
to^SS!'^ 1 ? ? V6S unsettled the P^lem of West tenu access 
to Berlin; it involves a considerable measure of de facto recoenitinn 
of the East Germans, particularly if coupled with^nla^d"^?^? 
German contacts; it would apparently be unoopular SteSln an^f 

?SoSSlHnk ld . fl JS e K? haip confidence m'wj and it woulS set, 
I should think, a troublesome precedent with regard to air access 

iL^? C 2 ept < the Eaflt GemanB « S ^* agents for land wmteT 
why not for air routes? and if the latter, what do wedo if they 

USa^S^JS^^ "Th^ re ^ eJ? *» agencTtheory 7 
£^j£Ii£! advan !»g; of by implication preventing the Soviets 
from affeeting our rights by a separate peace treaty. 

would^fl ^ f^ ^ ** ne « ative » On the positive side there 
would seem to me to be two possible approaches. One I have alreadv 

SS2 t *&t , S 1 f ?<° tfer *° SUSpend * he exe " i8e of our" occupl^n 
SS^i.5? t maintaining our tpoops by agreement with West Berlin, 
for a definite period of years, in return for an agreement on access 
2? Possibly a Soviet commitment not to make a septratTpeace" £££ 
affecting our rights during the same period. ^ 

This would not be very attractive to the Soviets, but might be 
possible if we are able to unite in taking a firm stand. 
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contractual X a c S?f^ lit Lf ee ' nB to ■» the Britiah ^ „ 
beyond our ottLTffl! ^ CeBSJ " nee <* not TLt 6 ?? 8ent ««P 
»• -cured by the »».££. th " ttoir —ItaaBt 2 „^.t It 

All the best, 

Llewellyn e. fompson 



00/ The Honorable Jm« w u u. 

The Honoring J^aSffi** P «*« 

The Honorable £!«■* J^*" 67 ' IoBd » 
*■**« ?• Bruce, Bonn 
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